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THE REPLY FILED 08 December 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.113 may only be either: (1 ) a timely filed amendment which places the appli" "~ 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request fo 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 
a) The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 



1 .□ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1 .191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.D The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) D they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3-D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4.Q Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed ar 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5M The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)IEl request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT plao 

application in condition for allowance because: see attached . 

6. D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newt 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7. D For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: NONE. 
Claim(s) objected to: NONE . 
Claim(s) rejected: 1-18 and 20-24 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 25. 

8. Q The drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. Q Other: 
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Applicant's arguments filed December 8, 2003 have been considered but are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Kodera in view of Blemberg fails to render the claimed 
invention obvious because Kodera lacks a member comprising polyacetal. Applicant 
argues that Kodera actually teaches away from a layer consisting of polyacetal because 
such a film is too brittle (column 4, lines 42-52 of Kodera). The examiner initially notes 
that the rejection never took the position that Kodera teaches or renders obvious a 
structural member consisting of polyacetal. Rather, the examiner took the position that 
the structural member (c), as currently claimed, may comprise components other than 
polyacetal. The examiner's interpretation is consistent with Applicant's disclosure, 
which teaches that structural member (c) may comprise components other than 
polyacetal (see page 40 of the specification). Thus, the examiner maintains the position 
that the polyolefin/polyacetal blend taught in Kodera reads on structural member (c). 

Furthermore, the examiner maintains the position that the method in which the 
structural member (c) is formed does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention 
from the laminate taught by Kodera in view of Blemberg. Specifically, there is nothing 
on record that shows that molding structural member (c) patentably distinguishes the 
laminate from a laminate made by the method disclosed in Kodera. Thus, the examiner 
maintains the position that the claimed laminates are not patentably distinct from the 
laminates taught by Kodera in view of Blemberg because they comprise the same 
layers and the same compositions. 
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Applicant further argues that Blemberg does not teach polyacetal films or provide 
motivation to one of ordinary skill in the art to add such a film to the laminate taught in 
Kodera. The examiner agrees with applicant's interpretation of Blemberg, but notes that 
the rejection never relied upon Blemberg for such a teaching. Blemberg was relied 
upon to teach that, if layers X and Y are to be adhered together at least one adhesive 
layer or tie layer can be used, wherein the tie layer comprises a blend of some or all of 
the components of X and some or all the components of Y (col 2, lines 21+). Therefore, 
the examiner maintains the position that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to interpose between layers (1 ) and (2) of Kodera a tie layer comprising a 
blend of the components comprising layers (1) and (2). 

Applicant argues that the combination of Kodera in view of Blemberg does not 
result in a laminate with a C-A-B construction. The examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Film (1) of Kodera (a film or sheet of a resin composition comprising (A) 100 parts by 
weight of a thermoplastic resin selected from the group consisting of olefinic resins and 
vinyl chloride resins and (B) about 1 to about 40 parts by weight of an acetal resin) 
reads on claimed structural member (c) for the reasons stated above. Layer (2) of 
Kodera (a layer of the thermoplastic resin) reads on claimed structural member (B). 
And the tie layer motivated by Blemberg reads on the claimed structural member (A). 

With respect to Kodera in view of Blemberg and Sakurai, Applicant argues that 
Sakurai fails to overcome the deficiencies of Kodera and Blemberg. However, the 
rejection is maintained for the reasons stated above. 
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With respect to the rejection based upon the teachings of Polyplastic in view of 
Blemberg, Applicant argues that Polyplastic teaches the laminate comprising a 
polyacetal layer and a polyolefin layer may further comprise a tie layer. However, the 
closest embodiment does not contain a tie layer. Applicant further argues that 
Polyplastic teaches the use of modifying agents to improve the adhesion between 
polyacetal and polyolefin layers. Applicant argues that the claimed structural members 
do not comprise modified compositions. However, Applicant's arguments do not agree 
in scope with the current claims. Specifically, Applicant discloses that modified 
polyolefins are among the preferred embodiments of the claimed invention (see page 39 
of the specification, lines 7+). Applicant also teaches that the polyacetal can contain 
additional functionality (see page 7 of the specification). 

Applicant further argues that the deficiencies of Polyplastic in view of Blemberg 
are not corrected by the teachings of JSR or Matsuzaki. However, the rejections are 
maintained for the reasons stated above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin R Kruer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Thibodeau can be reached on571-272-1516. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is571-272- 
1700. 

Kevin R. Kruer 

Patent Examiner-Art Unit 1773 



